Before the debate begins, the audience is going to be polled. The proposition that is under debate is that APC-funded open access is antithetical to the values of librarianship. We can do this right now. The poll is open. Each audience member is asked to cast a vote by text either in favor of the proposition or against it. Again, this is by text only. So, while I'm reviewing the structure of the debate, we'll allow you to begin voting.
Each debater is going to open with a 10-minute statement, which has been prewritten. One will argue in favor of the proposition; the other will argue against it. The 10-minute time limit is going to be strictly enforced. After both opening statements have been made, each debater will offer a 3-minute response, and again, the time limit will be strictly enforced. Following the response, there will be a period in which the debaters will respond to questions and comments from the audience. Following the audience comments, the audience will be polled again, and a new vote will be taken in response to the proposition. It's important to understand that the winner of the debate will not necessarily be the one who ends up with the most votes in agreement with him or her; the winner of the debate is the one who moves the largest number of votes over to his or her side.
So, there are our debaters. First, we'll hear from Alison Scott, who is Associate University Librarian for Collections & Scholarly Communication at the University of California, Riverside. Alison has strategic responsibility for the ways and means by which the University of California, Riverside Library's collections grow and change. Alison joined the UCR Library in 2014, following services as Head of Collection Development for the George Washington University Libraries, Charles Warren Bibliographer for American History at Harvard University, and Head of the Popular Culture Library at Bowling Green State University. She holds a BA in English literature from Whitman College, an MLS and MA in religion from the University of Chicago, and a PhD in American studies from Boston University.
Our second debater is Michael Levine-Clark, who is Dean and Director of the University of Denver Libraries. Michael is the recipient of the 2015 HARRASOWITZ Leadership in Library Acquisitions Award. He writes and speaks regularly on strategies for improving academic library collection development practices, including the use of e-books in academic libraries, the development of demanddriven acquisition models, and implications of discovery tool implementation.
So, we will now close the initial voting for the proposition, and I'll invite Alison Scott to the podium to make her opening statement.
Written statement from Alison Scott:
I am delighted to be here today. Whatever else I may have accomplished over the course of my career, it does appear that I have had some success as a speaker, and that I have definitely earned a reputation for having opinions.
I would appreciate it, however, if you would all take note:
I will be expressing my opinion about the resolution that we are discussing as forcefully and articulately as I possibly can, but please remember that it is my opinion. My remarks here today do not represent the policy of the University of California, at the campus or the system-wide level. So, let me begin by clarifying, to my satisfaction at least, a few of the terms that I will be using during this morning's conversation. "Where we begin our search determines, in no small measure, what we discover."
1 By "open access," I mean online access to published research, the materials that contribute to and constitute the scholarly record, free of charge to readers, without financial, legal, or technical barriers to access, beyond those that are "inseparable from gaining access to the internet itself." 2 By "APC-funded," I mean the "article processing charges" that make it possible for a work-article or book-to be made available as an open access work. APCs are a means for publishers to generate the income needed to support the costs of open-access publication, enabling free access to works by imposing pre-publication fees, rather than postpublication fees, such as subscriptions or paywalls. APCs are the "author pays" tint of gold OA. APC or author pays mechanisms for attaining the greater good of open access mean that, practically speaking, our attention, as librarians and libraries, must be turned from support of our larger academic communities' needs as learners, teachers, and researchers to the functional support of a much smaller group of article producers.
I will not go into the voluminous and contentious discussions about the financial sustainability of APCfunded open access-whether there's enough money sloshing around the system, whether authors are rational economic actors, whether the subscription system can be "flipped," etc., etc., etc.
In any case, I do not believe that the solution to the problem of financing open access is, as Jeffrey Mackie-Mason has phrased it, "'merely' one of getting money from subscription budgets into APC budgets." 7 It's not that I don't care about about money; it's not that money doesn't have a terrifyingly powerful impact on our work and how we enact our intentions for our work; it's that I don't think that money is the really important measure of the values that we, as academic librarians, need to care about.
I believe that article processing charges, under the important, laudable, altruistic guise of promoting the greater global good of the free flow of scholarly information, have the paradoxical, counter-intuitive, ironic (choose your favorite qualifier) effect of privatizing community resources. 2. Every reader her/his book. We as librarians should always be able to provide our users with the materials they need, whether those are books on our shelves or scholarly articles online. We should think about information access as broadly as possible.
3. Save the time of the reader. It should be easy to access the information you need. In fact, in our online environment, it should be far easier than it ever was in the past, but to the extent that we control access via proxies and manage discovery through library-centric tools, we actually make it harder and slower to access information.
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Our current system erects barriers to access and stands in the way of those three core values.
There are barriers based on affiliation. Scholars at poorer institutions (or who are unaffiliated with any institution at all) can't access large swaths of the published scholarly literature. Even those at wealthier institutions that can afford big deals are blocked from some content, and even when their institution can get articles via interlibrary loan or document delivery, the research process slows down while they wait for access. Every reader cannot access her book (or more likely her article), and we are not saving the time of the reader.
We are forced by our license agreements with publishers to put barriers in place so that even our licensed users will have to take extra steps to access licensed content. We provide access through systems that often require multiple steps (from discovery system through a link resolver to a publisher's website) before the user can gain access, and we force our users to log in to a proxy server or authenticate in some other way in order to validate their right to access. Articles are for use, but we make that use difficult. And again, we are definitely not saving the time of the reader.
We do need to acknowledge that article processing charges (APCs) are not perfect. In the long run, they may be just as unsustainable as the traditional subscription model. It is clear, for instance, that some research-intensive institutions would pay more for APCs than they do now for subscriptions, and a transition to APC-based open access might mean that for a period libraries will need to pay APC fees on top of their subscription expenses. APC costs are also less predictable than subscriptions and the funding sources will vary, so budgeting will be difficult.
Importantly, even though APC-funded open access will remove barriers to accessing information, moving all costs to the point of publication may well put up new barriers for some to publish. Scholars at poorer institutions, those with no institutional affiliation, or those in disciplines without significant grant funding may struggle to pay the fees required to publish. Perhaps APCs could be subsidized in some parts of the world or for some types of authors, just as there are differential subscription costs now. 2. APC-funded open access allows all libraries to serve users. Many of us work at institutions that can afford to subscribe to huge packages of journals, so we have direct access to large portions of the published scholarly record, and even when we can't afford a subscription, we can generally get a copy of an article through interlibrary loan or our institution can pay for access to a PDF. We come close to fully serving our users because we can afford to.
But there are lots of libraries that do not have access to big deals. Many libraries have small enough subscription budgets that they can't provide their users with most of the resources they need. Because scholars and students at these institutions are not able to get access to publications, their research and teaching and learning suffer. Without access to large portions of the scholarly record, faculty at these institutions are at a disadvantage in terms of being able to do cutting-edge research, secure grants, and get published, and because they can't get access to the latest research, their teaching may suffer too. Students at these schools are at a disadvantage in terms of learning outcomes.
But with access to articles funded by APCs, all faculty and all students can get the resources they need to grow as scholars and teachers and learners, allowing them to be competitive with students and faculty at information-rich institutions.
3. APC-funded open access allows users who don't have ready access to a library to meet their information needs. Just about everyone in this room has access to an academic library that subscribes to at least the basic resources they need, and even when those resources aren't enough, our libraries will secure us additional resources through interlibrary loan, document delivery, or even a new subscription. Even the poorest libraries can do at least some of that.
But there are unaffiliated researchers all over the world. Some of them are even our alumni. Who here hasn't had to tell an alum that she would no longer have access to the resources she became used to while studying at their institution? Our current system means that people who want to conduct research professionally or learn about something new for personal needs are cut off from most publications if they are not affiliated with an institution that can cover subscription costs, whether that institution is a university or a think tank or a corporate research environment. Article processing charges allow us to serve our users better and are definitely not antithetical to the values of librarianship.
Response From Alison Scott
I've always wanted to bang my shoe on a lectern and shout, "Of all the damn nonsense!" But I actually agree with Michael for some of his key points. Open access offers us great promise that barriers to information access will fall, that information access will no longer depend on location or affiliation, and that, when the Jubilee comes, access to information will be easier and faster. Further, my learned opponent warms my heart with his foundational appeals to three of S. R. Ranganathan's five laws, although I think he also could have included the fourth law, "Every book it's reader." This law seems just as pertinent to his argument as the other three so far as all four of them keep our attention centered on readers and not on producers. Alison presents us with a choice between, " . . . focusing on work product and directing our efforts to managing the products of research," and on helping with, " . . . continued discovery and the future of research." I believe we as institutions of higher learning can and should be doing both of those things. To some extent, though, I believe that the day-to-day management of compliance in APC funding is not so much a library function as a function of the office of research. If that's true, then it frees up the library to focus more on curation, access, discovery, and service. While I am deeply concerned that a switch to APC-funded open access could impose barriers to publication for some authors and that will hit certain disciplines and certain institutions harder than others, I also believe that APCs will generally allow greater access to information for all.
APC-based open access should make published research more accessible to more people through more libraries, allowing us to focus on that fundamental task of facilitating knowledge creation. 
